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The last fifteen years have seen dramatic changes in the UK within both the television 
industry and televisual storytelling techniques. Rapid technological changes have not only 
increased the variety of screen devices, they have also changed the boundaries of the 
industry itself as the internet opened up distribution avenues and alternatives for viewer 
attention in the form of social media. The traditional pillars of the UK television industry, the 
major broadcasters and content providers such as the BBC and ITV, have responded to these 
changes by expanding their focus away from the television set and onto newer, more 
portable screen devices. This shift has had consequences both for the kinds of narratives 
emerging from television and the experiences that such narratives craft for their audiences. 
Increasingly, transmedia storytelling (Jenkins, 2006) ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞƐ ĂƌĞ ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ  ‘ƋƵŽƚŝĚŝĂŶ ?
(Grainge and Johnson, 2015), part of television ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵŝŶŐ ?Ɛ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚrepertoire of 
narrative techniques.  
 
However, such changes to storytelling techniques only emerge from concrete industrial 
strategies. As Karoline Andrea Ihlebæk, Trine Syverstsen and Espen Ytreberg (2014) argue, 
 ‘ds ?Ɛtransformations do not just happen to it, by virtue for instance of technological 
developments, but are actively made by those who want to stay in charge and also conquer 
ŶĞǁĚŝŐŝƚĂůƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌŝĞƐ ? ?483-484). Examining these strategies, and unpicking how transmedia 
television narratives operate, reveals the shifting power relations within the mainstream 
media industries and the position of narrative within these relations. As Phillip Napoli (2011) 
argues in his examination of the changing construction of audiences in the US media 
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĞƐ ? ‘[t]he process of audience evolution is being driven in large part by technological 
changes that are fundamentally reconfiguring the dynamic between media audiences and 
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ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ? (122). The development of transmedia narrative strategies speaks to the 
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?ƐĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽƌĞŐĂŝŶĐŽŶƚƌŽůŝŶthis changeable media landscape and demonstrates the 
intersection between narrative and the industrial and technological context it emerges from 
(see Smith, 2013). 
 
This article will examine the relationship between industry strategy and transmedia 
storytelling techniques through the prism of contemporary UK television, in particular a case 
ƐƚƵĚǇŽĨ/ds ?ƐThe X Factor (Freemantle, 2003-) and its transmedia expansion. The focus will 
be on narrative extensions designed for mobile screen devices such as tablets and 
smartphones and that appear as small, focused software apps. The portability of such 
devices, and so the ease with which viewers can use them whilst also watching television, 
ŚĂƐŐŝǀĞŶƌŝƐĞƚŽďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ  ‘ƐĞĐŽŶĚƐĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐ ?Žƌ  ‘ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐŵĞĚŝĂƵƐĞ ?  ?ƐĞĞ
Hassoun, 2014). Ethan Tussey (2014) has argued that by expanding television narratives 
onto such devices, television producers and broadcasters are able to direct such behaviour 
towards  ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂůĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ? ? ? ? ?-208) of their primary television texts. This article will build 
on Tussey ?ƐǁŽƌŬ ƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?ƐŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
of second screen behaviour, and in particular the way narrative, design and timing are 
brought together to layer different viewer roles onto a single, broadcast moment.  Central 
ƚŽƚŚĞh<ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?ƐĐŽ-option of these behaviours is the adoption and adaptation 
of ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛtemporal dynamics.  By considering how television studies can look to its own 
past and re-appropriate foundational models to understand these strategies, this article will 
ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ŚŽǁƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ƚŽ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐexist in a context of both change and 
continuity.  
 
The X Factor ?ƐƐĞĐŽŶĚƐĐƌĞĞŶĂƉƉĞŵĞƌŐĞƐĨƌŽŵĂůŽŶŐĞƌŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚƌĂŶƐŵĞĚŝĂĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ in 
UK television. The first phase of transmedia television in the UK came via experiments in the 
early 2000s, primarily by public service broadcaster the BBC, in extending television texts via 
content rich websites or games that could be played through their, by then well established, 
online portal (bbc.co.uk). Such experiments, through flagship programmes such as Spooks 
(BBC One, 2002-2010) and Doctor Who (BBC One, 1963- ), not only offered a space for 
narrative expansions and experiments, but also for technical development by testing the 
capacity of the relatively new broadband infrastructure. Exploiting the temporality of linear 
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television storytelling, in particular the gaps between episodes of serial programming, was 
central to these transmedia expansions (Evans, 2011:36-38) and points to the early 
alignment between transmedia narrative strategies and temporal dynamics. A second phase 
of transmedia television came with the development of transmedia distribution as UK 
broadcasters shifted their attention away from expanding television texts and towards 
positioning television on newly emergent portable technologies such as tablets and 
smartphones (Evans, 2011). This led to the rise of on demand viewing heralded by Sky and 
ŚĂŶŶĞů ?ĂŶĚƐŚŽƌƚůǇĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞ ?ƐŝWůĂǇĞƌ, which now dominates the market. The 
third phase of transmedia television in the UK combines the narrative expansion of phase 
one and the exploitation of devices seen in phase two as broadcasters turned their 
attention to the newly emergent app culture found in iOS and Android devices. Transmedia 
storytelling, transmedia distribution ĂŶĚ ‘ƐĞĐŽŶĚƐĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐ ?ĂƌĞŶŽǁŵĞƌŐŝŶŐ ? Examining the 
structure of a televisual app such as The X Factor, and in particular the temporal dynamics at 
play within the app, allows for the interrogation of how television narratives are being 
reinforced and reshaped by this new form of transmedia television. 
 
Television, Narrative and Time 
Time is a foundational aspect in much of ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?understanding of television and 
its narratives. Of course all audio-visual forms of storytelling are time based; film, gaming 
and theatre are equally experienced over a period of time. However, time is built into the 
way television is structured and scheduled in more fundamental ways than these other 
media (see Doane, 1990). Thinking about television in relation to time brings together 
storytelling and industry strategies. The nature of most television narratives as episodic and 
serial speaks to the importance of time passing, of spreading narratives out over long 
periods of time, to the way that television tells stories. The core industry practice of 
scheduling is precisely about the division and management of time (see Ellis, 2000). The 
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐŽĨĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŚĂǀĞĂůǁĂǇƐďĞĞŶƉƌĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƵƉŽŶƚŚĞƐĞůůŝŶŐŽĨ ‘ƚŝŵĞ ?
in the form of adverts (Kelly, 2011: 124-5).  Public service policies often deal in the 
percentages of time that must be devoted to certain kinds of programming, with the BBC 
annually justifying its licence fee in cost per hour (BBC, 2013). More than other forms of 
narrative, time plays a crucial rŽůĞŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐďŽƚŚƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ƐƐƚŽƌǇƚĞůůŝŶŐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĂŶĚ
ŝƚƐĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞŵ ? 
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Raymond WiůůŝĂŵ ?Ɛ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ŽĨ Ĩlow (1974) positioned television as a medium 
defined by its temporality and ephemerality. Williams bases his theory on the experience of 
watching television in Miami after a transatlantic sailing from the UK and becoming 
confused at the seamless blurring between programmes and interstitial material. Central to 
tŚŝƐĂŶĞĐĚŽƚĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŝĚĞĂƚŚĂƚƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŚĂƐĂ ‘ĨůŽǁ ? ? is the fact that the televisual  ‘ĨůŽǁ ?ŝŶ
question is through time. It is ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛtemporal qualities that break down the barriers 
between different moments of television narrative. Subsequent theories of television such 
ĂƐ:ŽŚŶůůŝƐ ?ƐƐĞŐŵĞŶƚƚŚĞŽƌǇ (1992 (1982): 112) ĂŶĚEĞǁĐŽŵďĂŶĚ,ŝƌƐĐŚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁŝŶŐƐƚƌŝƉ
(2000 (1976)) equally define television content through temporal qualities. Ellis positions 
television as segments of content placed next to each other, whilst Newcomb and Hirsch 
conceive of television as parallel streams of content that the viewer switches between at 
opportune moments. Both models rely on a temporal flow between segments or across 
strips. Even theories such as Ellis ? ŐůĂŶĐĞ theory (1982 (1992): 128; see also Fiske, 1987) 
similarly contain fundamental associations between television and the transitory nature of 
time. ůůŝƐ ? argument that television narratives must account for the fact that viewers are 
ultimately distracted and only pay partial attention to the screen indicates the fleeting, 
ephemeral nature of television broadcasting. As Ellis writes,  ‘ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ Ă
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐ ƐĞƚ ŽĨ ƐŝŐŶĂůƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ Žƌ ŵŝƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?
(1992: 111). The viewer who is glancing at the television screen is missing information about 
the television text, but they are only missing this information because the television text is 
gone as soon as it has appeared, that it exists within time rather than space 
 
At the heart of all of these, of course, is ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů ? ďƵƚŶŽǁďǇ ŶŽ ŵĞĂŶƐ ŽŶůǇ ?
technological platform: broadcasting. Technological developments over the past 30 years 
have gradually decentralised broadcasting and so altered the temporal dynamics of 
television. As Sean Cubitt (1991) ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ?ƚŚĞsZĨŝƌƐƚďĞŐĂŶƚŽƐƵďǀĞƌƚƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ƐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů
character by allowing audiences to capture the broadcast flow, to freeze moments of 
televisual time P  ‘dŚĞĂƵƌĂŽĨ ůŝǀĞ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƵŶŝƋƵĞŶĞƐƐ ? ƚŚĞŚĞƌĞ-and-now-ness of the 
ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚĞǀĞŶƚŝƐĚĞŵŽůŝƐŚĞĚďǇƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞsZ ? ?Ƶďŝƚƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ƐĞĞĂůƐŽ'ƌĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
More recently, Derek Kompare (2006) and Matt Hills (2007) have both argued that DVD box 
sets shift television away from a time based format to a publishing format, turning television 
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texts into permanent objects. Downloading and on demand services similarly alter the 
temporal dynamics of television, further lifting it out of the impermanence of the broadcast 
flow and allowing the audience to control the  ‘when ? of television viewing even more. It is 
useful here to turn to ,ĂƌŽůĚ/ŶŶŝƐ ?Ɛ argument that communication technologies are divided 
between those that are durable but immovable, and so exist across time, and those that are 
fleeting but portable, and so exist across space (1972: 7). Television, once the epitome of 
space-biased media that are capable of crossing wide distances instantly, but are inherently 
impermanent, has now also become time-biased, now able to exist in posterity.  
 
Ƶƚ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ǀĂŶŝƐŚ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ ŝŶ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŐƌĂĚƵĂů ƚƌĂŶƐŵĞĚŝĂ
expansion. DĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚƌĂŵĂƚŝĐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ƚŽ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ŵĞƌĞůǇ
emphasise the centrality of time to our experiences of television narratives. Buzzwords such 
ĂƐ  ‘ƚŝŵĞ-ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐ ? ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĞǀĞƌ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ? ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ? ƐƚĂƚƵƐ ŽĨ ƚŝŵĞ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŽƵƌ
experiences of television and its narratives. Daniel Chamberlain (2007) argues that, in fact, 
time is ever more present as television becomes increasingly multiplatfŽƌŵ P  ‘Once a 
structuring element in the presentation of television, time is now directly made part of the 
ŝŵĂŐĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŵĞĚŝĂŝŶƚĞƌĨĂĐĞƐƚŚĂƚŐŽǀĞƌŶĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ? ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ?J. P. Kelly (2011) 
ďƵŝůĚƐ ŽŶ ŚĂŵďĞƌůĂŝŶ ?Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘tŚĞƌĞĂƐ time is concealed in the 
continuous stream of broadcast flow, it emerges as a prominent and defining feature of the 
ŽŶůŝŶĞ ƐƚƌĞĂŵ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ?Similarly the earliest forms of transmedia television narratives 
perpetuated a sense of television as temporally episodic and linear, building on the spaces 
between episodes. As Elizabeth Evans (2011) has argued in relation to Doctor Who ?Ɛ
transmedia expansion:  
There is a clear progression that the viewer is encouraged to take (Tardisode W
Episode W ebsite WGame) that reflects the way in which the narrative itself is 
constructed and the order in which events should play out. The temporalities of 
transmedia television narratives are fixed and closely associated with the broadcast 
schedule of the domestic broadcaster (Evans: 38).  
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The linearity of television storytelling has been extended into a linear form of transmedia 
storytelling
1
. What is evident with the newer, app-based forms of transmedia television 
epitomised by The X Factor, however, is a shift in the temporal dynamics of transmedia 
narratives and a further reclaiming of televisual time.  
 
The X Factor App: Layering Transmedia Engagement  
The development of second screen app-based expansions of television series has led to the 
ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐƌĞĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ƐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?Rather than 
the viewer being directed from the television to their computer and then to their tablet, as 
was the case with the linear transmedia strategies of Doctor Who described above, these 
forms of transmedia storytelling encourage simultaneous use of multiple screens and 
multiple audio-visual forms. They exploit emerging behaviours of multi- or second screening 
to build a narrative that appears in multiple places at once with components layered on top 
of each other rather than placed one after the other. Linear and layered forms of 
transmediality are not mutually exclusive. However, there are equally clear distinctions 
between them and examples of layered transmediality speak to a reframing, and reclaiming, 
of television time within a wider context of technological development and changing 
audience behaviour. As Ethan Tussey (2014) has argued in relation to the US media industry, 
 ‘ŵĞĚŝĂĐŽŶŐůŽŵĞƌĂƚĞƐĂƌĞĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶŝŶŐĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝǀĞŵŽďŝůĞƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇďǇĚĞƐŝŐŶŝŶŐĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ
ǀŝĞǁŝŶŐĂƉƉƐƚŚĂƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůǁĂǇƐŽĨǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐŵĞĚŝĂĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ?. New forms of 
television-related content ultimately work to promote old forms of television-related 
temporality.  
 
The app for reality talent show The X Factor offers a clear example of newly emergent forms 
of transmedia temporality and represents broader patterns that can be found across the 
range of second screen apps that have emerged from the UK industry. Although non-fiction, 
reality programmes build narrative into both episodes (Reid, 2007) and their transmedia 
extensions and The X Factor offers a clear example of this. The television episodes follow a 
group of contestants aiming to win a record contract through stages of auditions, mentoring 
and live performances. The X Factor app, released in 2011, initially served as a video 
                                                          
1
 This linear temporality has continued in some recent app-based transmedia expansions such Sherlock: The 
Network (The Project Factory/Hartswood Films). 
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platform, acting as a point of transmedia distribution for short clips from the television 
episodes. More commercial and interactive elements were then added, including links to 
purchase songs from the programme in iTunes and related Tweets from the programme and 
ũƵĚŐĞƐ ? dǁŝƚƚĞƌ ĨĞĞĚƐ ? &Žƌ ƚŚĞ  ? ? ? ? ƐĞĂƐŽŶ ŵŽƌĞ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĂĚĚĞĚ ? ŵŽƐƚ ŶŽƚĂďůǇ ƚŚĞ
 ‘dĂƉ-to-ůĂƉ ? ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂƌǇin a call to participation that was subsequently redesigned and 
rebranded as the Fifth Judge game. This rebranding placed particular emphasis on the 
relationship between the programme and its audience and brought a closer narrative and 
temporal alignment between the episodes and the app.  
 
Here I will take the episode broadcast on 12
th
 October 2013, in particular the performance 
by eventual winner Sam Bailey, as a case study example. The series constructed a clear 
 ‘ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞĨŽƌĂŝůĞǇĨƌŽŵĂƐŚǇǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĐůĂƐƐŵŽƚŚĞƌǁŚŽĚŝĚŶŽƚ  ‘Ĩŝƚ ?ƚŚĞ
model of pop singer into a glamorous diva in designer dresses and high heels. The 12
th
 
October episode ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ  ‘ůŝǀĞ ? ĞƉŝƐŽĚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ? ? ? ?season and the first time that 
ƐĞĂƐŽŶƚŚĂƚǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ĐŽƵůĚǀŽƚĞĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌfavourite act. Each contestant was given a section 
of the programme made up of a pre-recorded film detailing their progress so far, song 
ĐŚŽŝĐĞĂŶĚƌĞŚĞĂƌƐĂůƐ ?ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŝƚƐĞůĨĂŶĚũƵĚŐĞƐ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ ? The Fifth 
Judge game ran simultaneously to the original Saturday night broadcast of each episode 
with the viewer being invited to interact with the app as the episodĞ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞĚ ?
The app ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐcontent of the episode, reflecting the 
different segments within The X Factor ?Ɛ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞǁŝƚŚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƚǇƉĞƐŽĨĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ
only being emphasised at certain times. During the pre-recorded section the app focused on 
anticipation and prediction. In the case of BaŝůĞǇ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉ ĂƐŬĞĚ  ‘tŝůů ^Ăŵ
ǁŽǁ ƵƐ ĂŐĂŝŶ ? ? ? ŝŶǀŝƚŝŶŐ Ă ƐŝŵƉůĞ  ‘ǇĞƐ ? Žƌ  ‘ŶŽ ? ĂŶƐǁĞƌ ? WĂƌƚǁĂǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŽƌǇ
sequence the app revealed how other users of the app voted, first graphically via social 
media profile pictures coloured coded by the response each individual gave, and then as an 
overall result. During BaiůĞǇ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉ ƚƵƌŶĞĚ to more evaluative questions, 
asking viewĞƌƐƚŽŐŝǀĞĂ  ‘ƚŚƵŵďƐƵƉ ?Žƌ  ‘ƚŚƵŵďƐĚŽǁŶ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŵŽƌĞƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ
ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽĂŝůĞǇ ?ƐƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƐŽŶŐĐŚŽŝĐĞand narrative within the programme. It is here that 
ŚĞƌ  ‘ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ was extended via transmedia storytelling into the app, with 
users being asked to vote on whether she waƐ Ă  ‘ůĂĚǇ ? Žƌ Ă  ‘ůĂĚĞƚƚĞ ? ?Although not 
contributing new pieces of narrative information, these questions instead use the app to 
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shape the narrative, privileging certain aspects of ĂŝůĞǇ ?Ɛ ƐƚŽƌǇ over others.  Once the 
performance was over, the app turned again to a predictive form of questioning but this 
time looking forward to the public vote, asking if she had done enough to remain in the 
competition. When the programme paused for an advert break this layering continued, as 
the app featured additional adverts with hyperlinks through to special offers or promotions.  
 
There are a number of notable characteristics in the way the Fifth Judge game layers its 
ƵƐĞƌƐ ?ƚƌĂŶƐŵĞĚŝĂĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ and extends the narrative of the television episode. At the 
ŵŽƐƚďĂƐŝĐ ůĞǀĞů ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂ  ‘ŐĂŵŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ and the otherwise linear narratives of 
television. Every time the user answers a request they are shown their own results in the 
context of other app users, allowing them to judge themselves against other members of 
the X Factor audience ?ƚŽƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨďĞŝŶŐƚŽůĚ ‘zŽƵ ?ƌĞŝŶƚƵŶĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇ
agree with the majority of the game-playing audience. The app comments on the answers 
given, praising correct answers ǁŝƚŚ  ‘tŽǁ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ǇŽƵƌ ƐƚƵĨĨ ?and criticising incorrect 
ones by referring to key  ‘ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ in the form of judge Louis 
tĂůƐŚ P ‘KŚĚĞĂƌ ?ĞǀĞŶ>ŽƵŝƐŬŶĞǁƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?. The more a user answers questions or polls, the 
more points they score, which allows ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ ĨƌŽŵ ďĞŝŶŐ Ă  ‘ĐŽƵĐŚ ƉŽƚĂƚŽ ? ƚŽ Ă
 ‘ůŽĐĂů ŚĞƌŽ ? ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇan  ‘y &ĂĐƚŽƌ :ƵĚŐĞ ? ?There is also a layering of more direct 
consumer behaviour. MovŝŶŐƵƉĂĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇƌĞůĞĂƐĞƐ  ‘ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ ? ŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨǀŽƵĐŚĞƌƐĨŽƌ
ƚŚĞ ŐĂŵĞ ?Ɛ ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌ ? ŽŵŝŶŽƐ ?The ŐĂŵĞ ?Ɛadvert breaks ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ƚŽ ŬĞǇ ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌƐ ?
websites and elsewhere the app offers links to iTunes version of each performance and the 
chance to buy and use votes. The act of viewing is layered with more social, participatory 
and consumer forms of engagement. 
 
At the same time, the temporal qualities of this layered engagement emerge in more 
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ǁĂǇƐ ? dŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐĂŵĞ ?Ɛ ĐĂůůƐ ƚŽ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞ take place during the 
performances themselves, rather than in the surrounding material of introductions and 
behind-the-ƐĐĞŶĞƐ ĨŽŽƚĂŐĞ ? dŚŝƐ ďƌŝŶŐƐ ƚŚĞ ŐĂŵĞ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ŝŶ ůine with the episode ?s in a 
number of ways. The performances are the focus of both, with the in-app questions and the 
episode building up to them. However, the performances contain less narrative information 
than other segments of the episode. ĂĐŚ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?Ɛ ďĂĐŬƐƚŽƌǇ ĂŶĚ ǁĞĞŬůǇ ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ ŝƐ
established, expanded upon and developed in the introductory sequences and behind the 
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scenes footage. Such footage tells the story of their week, from song choice and 
development to wardrobe choices and mentor relationships. In the 12
th
 October episode, 
for instance, there is a narrative of reflection and transformation as Bailey looks back at her 
previous audition stages and contemplates how different her X Factor experience is from 
her normal daily life. This is a narrative that continues throughout the series and, as has 
been seen, is emphasised and privileged in the app. Her actual performance becomes a 
culmination of each chapter of this narrative. At the same time, although not wishing to 
deny the importance of staging, costume and make-up, the performances are most heavily 
focused on sound ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǀŽĐĂůƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞďĞŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĂƚƐĞŐŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĐĞŶƚƌĞ. In moments 
such as this it is easier for the viewer to glance down at their app and tap an answer without 
missing the core narrative content of the episode. Transmedia engagement with The X 
Factor is multiple and simultaneous, with different forms of activity occurring at the same 
time and creating a narrative that is focused around the television set but extended onto 
the mobile app. 
 
Micro Flows and Mediated Glances: Interrogating Layered Transmediality 
The increasing maturity of transmedia television in the UK has resulted in the emergence of 
different temporal dynamics and the construction of correspondingly different audience 
experiences. Whilst traditionally, transmedia storytelling has emphasised the linear seriality 
of television narratives, the emerging layered and ephemeral form of transmediality seen in 
The X Factor Fifth Judge speaks to an alternative construction of time and the industrial and 
technological context of contemporary UK broadcasting. At the same time, it illustrates 
ways in which the various forms of narrative and engagement that app-based transmedia 
television is encouraging are reshaping the foundational models of television studies. A 
noticeable characteristic of The Fifth Judge game is a clear sense of ephemerality and 
liveness. The app runs on a broadcast schedule and is tied directly to the television 
ĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐ ? original broadcast, only working on a Saturday evening when the television 
episode is broadcast for the first time. It ceases to work during the rest of the week, leaving 
the app user with a holding screen counting down the minutes to the next broadcast 
episode. Although other elements of the app remained available, such as the links to iTunes 
or short videos, the experience of the app fundamentally changes because that experience is 
predicated on simultaneously watching the programme live and using the app. This 
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emphasis on liveness is a far from unique characteristic and is in fact becoming a prevalent 
logic of televisual forms of transmedia storytelling. Apps for other reality or games shows, 
such as ƌŝƚĂŝŶ ?Ɛ'ŽƚdĂůĞŶƚ(ITV, 2007-) and The Million Pound Drop Live (Channel 4, 2010-) 
equally only run only alongside broadcast schedules. The SyFy ĐŚĂŶŶĞů ?ƐSyFy Sync offered a 
similarly layered and ephemeral experience in association with its science fiction series 
Defiance (2013- ) whilst social media focused apps such as Beamly (Zeebox Ltd) and 4Now 
(Channel 4) are also fundamentally tied to the broadcast moment.  
 
The ephemerality of broadcasting, ĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ ‘ůŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?, has long been 
identified as a defining characteristic of television (Ellis, 2005; White, 2004; Hills, 2007). As 
Elana Levine has argued, liveness is at the core of not only how television operates, but also 
its strive for legitimation. ^ŚĞĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚůŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ‘ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?Ɛ ?ƚŚĞĞƉŝƚŽŵĞŽĨ “ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?
ŝƚƐĞůĨ ?  ?>ĞǀŝŶĞ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ? ? ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ?  ‘ƉƌĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ƵƉŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĞůŝĞĨ ƚŚĂƚ ƚelevision is at its best 
ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐ ůŝǀĞ ?  ?ŝďŝĚ P  ? ? ? ? ? dŚŝƐ ůĞŐŝƚimation becomes even more important as 
broadcasters are increasingly told that audiences are no longer paying attention to them, 
that new devices such as smartphones and laptops are diverting attention away from the 
ůĂƌŐĞƐĐƌĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞůŝǀŝŶŐƌŽŽŵƚŽƚŚĞƐŵĂůůĞƌƐĐƌĞĞŶƐŝŶǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ŚĂŶĚ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚŝƐ
going to revolutionise the way audiences access and consume media and that broadcasting 
is a thing of the past (see, for example, Chen et.al. 2014; Mager, 2013). Broadcasting and its 
associated liveness are increasingly seen as under threat from changing audience habits and 
platform proliferation. How much these reports truly challenge the role of broadcasters 
remains to be seen (see Evans, 2011: 174-179; Ofcom, 2013). However, changing technology 
and behaviour, and the uncertainty such change creates for broadcasters, provides a wider 
context for the development of transmedia narratives that privilege broadcast moments. 
Ethan Tussey has directly linked the development of companion apps to commercial 
ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ ŽŶ ůŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ĂƐ Ă ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ? ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĂƚ ‘ ?ƚ ?ŚĞƉƌĞǀĂůĞŶĐĞŽĨƐǇŶĐŚƌŽŶŽƵƐĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇŝŶĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚǀŝĞǁŝŶŐĂƉƉƐĚĞĨŝŶĞƐĚŝŐŝƚĂů
engagement in terms of live television viewing and helps deliver valuable live audiences to 
ĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐĞƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
 
The importance of broadcasting and liveness goes beyond mere industrial politics or 
economics, however, into the very infrastructure of the apps themselves. Technologically, it 
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is the idea of broadcasting that not only defines these apps ? relationship to time, but also 
makes them work and makes them affordable for much of the television industry. Central to 
each of the apps is the way they sync with the core episode; the app must know what is on 
screen at any given moment in order to provide narratively relevant and appropriate 
content. This syncing can be done via recently developed systems such as audio 
watermarking, as used in film and television related apps like The Walking Dead Kill Count 
game (Red Bee Media) or The Cornetto Trilogy Beyond the Screen (NBCUniversal/Stereo). 
Audio watermarking involves markers being placed ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞ ?ƐƐŽƵŶĚƚƌĂĐŬ ? these 
markers are inaudible to the viewer but can be picked up by the microphone in a 
smartphone or tablet and allow additional material to be synced to specific moments. This 
means that syncing can happen to any version of the episode, broadcast, DVD or catch up as 
the audio track (and its markers) never changes. This technology, however, is still being 
developed, meaning it is expensive (see Smith, 2013). The X Factor app reveals a far more 
affordable technology that can similarly create dual screen, synced experiences: 
broadcasting itself. By using the broadcast time of a programme it is comparatively easy and 
cheap to run an app on the same schedule and therefore create a synchronized link 
between the television episode and the app. To a certain extent these second screen apps 
foƌŵ Ă ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ  ‘ŚǇƉĞƌ ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ? ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶŶŽƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ broadcasting as a concept 
become multiplied and emphasised. The one-to-many of the broadcast model becomes not 
only one-to-many viewers but also simultaneously one-to-many screens, bringing multiple 
screens into the broadcast moment and broadcast experience. Similarly the ephemerality of 
ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ? ĂƐ ǁĞ ?ǀĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƐĞĞŶ ? ďĞĐŽŵĞƐre-emphasised. Although the television 
episodes become permanent through on-demand viewing, transmedia extensions that 
break outside of the broadcast moment maintain the fleeting, transitory nature of pre-VCR 
television.  
 
The synchronisation that is at the heart of second screen apps reveals the possibility to re-
interrogate and re-appropriate some of the foundational theories of television studies in 
order to understand emerging industry strategies. WilůŝĂŵƐ ? ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ŽĨ  ‘ĨůŽǁ ? ŚĂƐ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ
seen a certain amount of application to new media contexts. Catherine Johnson (2013) 
argues for adaptations of flow that account ĨŽƌ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŶĞǁ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŽƌƐ ? ǁŚĞŶ ƐŚĞ
ǁƌŝƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŶĞǁƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚĨůŽǁŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽ
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retain audiences amidst the increasingly numerous calls on their ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? (24). Elsewhere, 
theories have translated notions of flow onto these new spaces. Will Brooker (2004) adapts 
ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ŝŶƚŽ  ‘ŽǀĞƌĨůŽǁ ? ŝŶŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞƐ ďůƵƌ ƚŚĞ
ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐŽĨǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƚĞǆƚ  ‘ĞŶĚƐ ? ?ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ from the early 2000s television 
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐŚĂǀĞ  ‘ “ŽǀĞƌĨůŽǁĞĚ ? ƚŚĞďŽƵŶĚƐŽĨƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ?. John Caldwell (2003) has 
similarly adapted the broad concept of flow by arguing that the emergence of television 
ǁĞďƐŝƚĞƐƐŚŝĨƚƐƚŚĞ ‘ĨůŽǁ ?ŵŽĚĞůĨƌŽŵĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƚŽƵƐers as broadcasters must pay attention to 
 ‘ƵƐĞƌŶĂǀŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶĂŶĚǁŝůůŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇŵŝŐƌĂƚĞĂĐƌŽƐƐďƌĂŶĚďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?. 
 
The form of layered transmediality seen in second-screen apps offers a further refinement 
of flow theory in heightening and multiplying the flow of watching television. Flow in this 
instance becomes a narrative characteristic. Rather than building a single narrative flow 
from screen to screen, leading the viewer from a webisode prequel to the episode to a 
game in sequence, multiple  ‘micro flows ? are in place within individual episodes and across 
screens, from the television to the app and back again, and through different components 
within the app. This requires shifts in roles for the audience as they are directed to move 
between being a viewer, player, participant and consumer or all of these roles at once. The 
temporal structures of these apps, as demonstrated in the X Factor Fifth Judge, attempt to 
control when the viewer is watching the programme and when they are using the app down 
to the second until the two behaviours are layered on top of each other, but only in certain 
ways. Their time in the narrative-related roles of viewer, player and participant are closely 
interwoven ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞ ?ƐĐŽŶƚĞŶƚwhilst their time as a consumer is constrained to the 
ĂĚǀĞƌƚďƌĞĂŬƐǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚŝĞƐŽĨ such apps, the 
multiple forms of content available through them, and the multiple positions they offer the 
audience means that this management is far from complete. The viewer is actually free to 
layer flows on top of each other, and move from television set to tablet and back again in 
potentially infinitely variable ways.  
 
This in turn creates a relationship between viewer and television that is reminiscent of 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂůƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ P:ŽŚŶůůŝƐ ? ‘ŐůĂŶĐĞ ?ŵŽĚĞů ?Ellis, writing in the early 
1980s, argues that: 
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TV does not encourage the same degree of spectator concentration [as cinema]. 
There is no surrounding darkness, no anonymity of the fellow viewers, no large 
image, no lack of movement amongst the spectators, no rapt attention. TV is not 
usually the only thing going on, sometimes it is not even the principal thing. TV is 
treated casually rather than concentratedly. (Ellis, 1992 (1982): 128) 
The emergence of portable screen devices opens up further opportunities for distraction, 
this time via social media and websites. However, rather than competing against the 
distractions of these technologies, the narratives of these apps consciously builds in and 
encourage the forms of distraction that Ellis describes in his model. Rather than audiences 
becoming distracted because they are doing other things at the same time as watching TV 
such as chores or eating, or by websites beyonĚƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚĞƌƐ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?their attention is 
ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚĞůǇĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞďǇƚŚĂƚƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ?ƐƚƌĂŶƐŵĞĚŝĂĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ, a 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĂŶ dƵƐƐĞǇ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ůŝŬĞŶƐ ƚŽ  ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ĞŶĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ƐĞĞ ĂůƐŽ ŶĚƌĞũĞǀŝĐ ?
2007). It becomes a form of  ‘mediated glance ? ? with ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?distraction deliberately filtered 
towards other spaces that the broadcaster can control and exploit. In The X Factor Fifth 
Judge app, this allows scope for additional advertising revenue, through app and game 
specific sponsorship deals.  
 
Whilst this form of behaviour is not radical or innovative, with social media and websites 
acting as a form of mediated glance since media technologies became portable, this shift in 
ƚƌĂŶƐŵĞĚŝĂƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĞh<ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?ƐĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽĐŽŶƚƌŽůƚŚĂƚĨŽƌŵŽĨ
mediated glance, to direct it through their own content and encourage attachment to and 
engagement with the core television narratives at their moment of broadcast. Again, 
however, these apps seek to manage how such mediated glances occur. The balance of 
content forms works to try and ĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚƐĐƌĞĞŶĚŽĞƐŶŽƚ
detract too much from the primary television screen and instead attempts to focus the 
ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŽŶƚŚĞĐŽƌĞƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ. As discussed above, the Fifth Judge app 
can be used with only brief glances away from the television screen, the supplementary 
narrative of the app game never fully supplants the narrative of the episode. Videos of 
performances were made available on the app as each episode is broadcast, but the 
constant refreshing of the Fifth Judge ĂƉƉĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐƚŽĨŽĐƵƐǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŽŶŝƚƌĂƚŚĞƌ
than them. The app design means that the videos and the game remain on separate 
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screens, separated by tabs on a smartphone and scrolling on a tablet. The potential conflict 
between multiple streams of video is therefore carefully managed to position the television 
set at the centre of the auĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ?Through timing and design, tŚĞ ĂƉƉ ƵƐĞƌ ?Ɛ
distraction is therefore both deliberately created and carefully managed in attempts to 
ĞŶƐƵƌĞŝƚƌĞŵĂŝŶƐŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚĞƌƐ ?ŽǁŶtransmedia content. 
 
Conclusion 
Transmedia strategies are becoming an increasingly central, but everyday, part of the 
mainstream h< ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? &ƌŽŵ ĞĂƌůǇ ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌ-based storytelling 
experiments, through the establishment of catch-up services to the resurgence of 
experimentation, now based on portable technologies and apps, transmedia content has 
ďĞĐŽŵĞĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇƉĞƌǀĂƐŝǀĞƉĂƌƚŽĨ ‘ǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐƚĞůĞǀŝƐiŽŶ ? ?Central to these policies has 
been a re-orientation onto the broadcast moment. The early transmedia storytelling 
strategies that led viewers through different narrative experiences, separated by a linear 
temporal structure as well as different devices have evolved into a layering of experiences 
onto a single narrative moment. Central to this are the temporalities of televisŝŽŶ ?Ɛ
narratives and the way those temporalities converge with the design of second screen apps. 
 
Interrogating the temporal dynamics of transmedia television, and in particular the 
emergence of layered transmedia storytelling, illuminates the potential for repurposing and 
adapting the key models of television studies in order to understand how the narrative 
experiences of television are both changing and remaining consistent ? dŚĞ  ‘ĨůŽǁ ? ŽĨ
television is still present, but is becoming the management of micro-movements between 
screens and within a single narrative experience. The ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ ŽĨ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ
ephemerality and the distractions of the household remain, however now they are 
becoming mediated as viewer attention is increasingly marshalled across multiple spaces 
that are framed collectively. The shift towards layered transmediality has seen a 
reaffirmation, but adaptation of ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ. Examples of 
second screen apps such as The X Factor therefore raise the need for television studies to 
further examine the shifting status of time in relation to transmedia narratives, what other 
new temporal dynamics are emerging, and its own past as transmedia storytelling continues 
to evolve. 
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